Recent reformulations of the societal reaction theory argue that the thesis is a perspective rather than a theory, and that the perspective is meant to provide a set of sensitizing concepts to those researching deviance. This research examines the degree of congruence between hypotheses deduced from those assertions and a set of real world occurrences. Data for a sample of male defendants charged with felony offenses are examined to estimate the effects of (I) deviants' social attributes, (2) the specific societal reactors, (3) the values placed on certain offenses and (4) the organizational imperatives of the deviance-controlling organization, controlling for the alleged offense, on the probability of being labeled and sanctioned for deviant behavior. Our analyses indicate that characteristics associated with the alleged offense account for more of the explained variance in the labeling decision examined here (full prosecution) than in the sanctioning (sentence severity) decision. Moreover, while we find the deviants' social attributes do have some significant effects, relative to the effects of other variables, these effects are small and not always in the predicted direction. We suggest the interactionist perspective shift its focus toward greater attention to organizational imperatives and the values and expectations of those meting out the societal reaction as key variables explaining the imperfect correlation between deviant acts and the reaction to same.
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Beginning with the work of Tannenbaum (1938) and Lemert (1951) quences of these decisions and actions for persons labeled as deviants. This concern is motivated by a theoretical interest in the way in which discretion is manifested in the societal reaction to deviants (Pound and Frankfurter, 1922; Becker, 1963; Turk, 1969) and by a methodological interest in the role of discretion in the production of deviance statistics and deviance categories used in sociological research (Garfinkel, 1956; Kitsuse and Cicourel, 1963 argued that these writings provide a set of ' sensitizing concepts" relevant to the study of deviance (Schur, 1971; Becker, 1973) . However, acceptance of the idea that what was formally termed "labeling or societal reaction theory" is not a theory, does not preclude the still unmet need for empirical examinations of the congruence between hypotheses deduced from these "sensitizing conceptions" (or,
as Becker, 1973 , terms it, interactionist perspective) and real world occurrences.
It is to this task that this research is addressed.
A review of the works generally construed as representative of the societal reaction thesis (e.g., Lemert, 1951; Becker, 1963; Erikson, 1964) as well as the recent modifications and reformulations of same (e.g., Lofland, 1969; Schur, 1971; Becker, 1973; Goode, 1975) resulting from a set of interactive processes (Lofland, 1969; Becker, 1973; Goode, 1975) ; (2) the societal reaction to deviants is not a direct result of the alleged deviant act (Erikson, 1964; Becker, 1963; Kitsuse and Cicourel, 1963; Schur, 1971) ; (3) the societal reaction to deviants varies with the social attributes of the alleged deviant (Becker, 1964; Quinney, 1970) ; (4) the societal reaction to deviants varies with the organizational imperatives of the deviance-controlling organization (Schur, 1971; Becker, 1973) , with the persons doing the reacting (Becker, 1973) , with the expectations and values of the reactors (Turk, 1969; Schur, 1971) , with the deviants' ability to avoid the imposition of the deviant label (Schur, 1971) and with a variety of other ancillary factors (Goode, 1975) .1 I In addition to the above, there are a set of core assertions that relate to the effect the deviant label has upon subsequent deviant behavior. Our analyses do not address these issues. For a review of research that does, see Gove (1975 Before proceeding, we need to acknowledge an obvious leap we make here from the interactionists' assertions to our own specification of research questions.
Recall that the emphasis mandated was that the study of deviance attend to the process. Accordingly, a methodological preference for field observations and qualitative analyses is often expressed. While we grant the value of these methods, we contend that quantitative analyses of the same or related questions arc not precluded. Gibbs (1972:47) , for example, argues that if the ratio of persons formally identified as deviants to those labeled as deviants (e.g., arrested/convicted) is not 1: 1, the basis for that disparity needs to be empirically explored. Becker (1973:16-7) , Kitsuse (1975) and Schur (1975) (Blumberg, 1967; Rosett and Cressey, 1976) makes it amenable to analyses organized more like a tree than a table. Schur (1971) and Hagan (1974) Since the disposition process is so truncated, we analyzed data for this group separately. Our findings indicate that the factors that affect the three disposition decisions for these defendants are quite different from those affecting the same decisions for those not so rapidly disposed. These additional data may be obtained from the senior author.
I The criminal court in the city from which these data come is a misdemeanor court. As such, only cases where the conviction charge is less than a felony as included here, despite the fact that the arrests were all for felonies. However, we can estimate that our sample of felony cases represents about 92% of total felony arrests, since we know that in the observation period, only 8% of the cases were waived to the grand jury for indictment and supreme court processing. Female defendants are excluded because of the developing literature on women in crime (e.g., Brodsky, 1975; Simon, 1975 Hagan, 1975; Zeisel et al., 1975) are dismissed, research examining the bases for sentencing decisions must examine the bases for the prior decision that determines whether a defendant will be eligible for sentencing. With the exception of Burke and Turk (1975) Hagan (1975) and Zeisel et al. (1975) , most prior research on sentencing (e.g., Chiricos and Waldo, 1975; Swigert and Farrell, 1977) ignores this important prior selection process. Table 1 .
Analyses
The data are analyzed using dummy variable regression procedures. The general appropriateness of these techniques is reviewed in Cohen (1968) and Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973) . Since we define our research as exploratory, nominal variables are effect-coded (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973:172-85 Table 1 and not in Table 2, that variable did not have a statistically significant effect.
According to Table 2 , the likelihood of being dismissed is increased if: (1) the defendant's most serious arrest charge was a burglary or assault charge; (2) the defendant's total number of arrest charges was lesser rather than greater; (3) the defendant was detained in jail while awaiting his final disposition; (4) the defendant's felony charge was reduced to a misdemeanor at the latest possible opportunity, i.e., at or after his preliminary hearing.
Since dismissal is purportedly a function of the strength of the evidence (Miller, 1970) , we discuss first those findings interpretable as reflective of evidentiary concerns. The fact that we find defendants charged with burglary more likely to have their cases dismissed may be a function of burglary cases being difficult to prosecute 4Our selection of. 10 reflects our concern for using too stringent criteria in exploratory work, the possibility of a type II error, and a concern for the continuing debate about the use of significant tests (Morrison and Henkel, 1970) a Severity of the arraignment charge was examined separately from the arrest charge because the arraignment charge is the charge for which the defendant was prosecuted, and it may differ from the arrest charge. Severity is coded here and in X1 from least to most severe, and the severity code corresponds to the most severe charge if there was more than one charge.
bThe type charge for X3-X7 was coded in accordance with the most severe arrest charge.
c Race/ethnicity was also examined as Black/White/Spanish. Since the difference in effects was White/Black or Spanish, the white-nonwhite code is presented.
' Time employed is used instead of income because there is very little variation on income in this sample and because employment stability rather than income was observed to be a question often raised in court.
e Prior felony convictions were given 3 points, prior misdemeanor convictions 2 points and prior violations 1 point. The index is the sum of these scores. The data were analysed with prior convictions differentiated as well.
f The arbitrary coding here was exactly as the data were collected by the pre-trial services agency.
g The defendants' status while awaiting final disposition was broken into these four categories because prior research has been criticized for failing to differentiate between those detained for longer versus shorter periods of time.
h The first presentation is the first arraignment hearing.
i The preliminary hearing is the last point at which felony charges can be reduced in criminal court.
If the felony charge remains, the case is waived to Supreme Court. Table 2 ) is consistent with prior research (Hogarth, 1971) and with the interactionist thesis (Becker, 1973) Future research should make this a priority concern.
Our finding that defendants charged with assault are more likely to be dismissed may reflect the lesser value placed on interpersonal violence when it occurs among minority groups. While we lack individual data on victims, our court observations revealed that almost all of the assault cases prosecuted were assaults between persons of the lower classes who predominate in the catchment area served by this court. Like Garfinkel (1949) and Bensing and Schroeder (1962) , we suggest that interpersonal violence evokes a lesser response when both the defendant and the victim are socially disadvantaged because there is less concern for disadvantaged victims. This finding is consistent with the interactionist thesis that the ".value" of the offense, as perceived by the reactors, affects the determination of the societal response (Schur, 1971) . Blumberg (1967), Chambliss and Seidman (1971) and Rosett and Cressey (1976) underscore the importance of the police to the criminal justice system and the need to sanction those who counter police authority.
Our finding that defendants who are released while awaiting their final disposition are more likely to be given ACD dispositions is consistent with the Wald and Freed (1966) and Roballo (1974) Finally, as before, we find those acting out the part of the societal reactors, i.e., the judges, have a significant net effect on the ACD decision.
To summarize, whereas the dismissal decision was largely determined by consideration of factors related to evidence, our analysis of the decision to favor a defendant with a "second chance" finds somewhat stronger evidence in support of interactionist assertions. Variables associated with the alleged offense neither account for all of the explained variance nor have the largest effects. Rather, it seems that organizational imperatives (e.g., deference to the police), the individuals who are reacting, and negative status labels carried forth from prior decision processes (e.g., prior criminal record) play the major role in determining whether a defendant will be adjourned in contemplation of dismissal. As before, we must reiterate the very notable lack of significant effects for the social attributes of the defendant here examined.
Finally, we present the regression coefficients for those exogenous variables that had net effects on the third endogenous variable (Y3). According to Table 2 , the likelihood that a convicted defendant will receive a more severe sentence is increasd if: (1) the defendant is charged with robbery; (2) the defendant has a heavier record of prior convictions; (3) the defendant has been employed for a longer rather than shorter period of time and (4) the defendant is white. The likelihood of receiving a less severe sentence is increased if: (1) the defendant is charged with assault; (2) the defendant has no prior arrest record; (3) the defendant has maintained a "clean record" for a longer period of time and (4) the defendant was released from custody pending his final disposition.
Since the direction of these findings is identical to those earlier noted and we have already provided interpretative comments, we limit our discussion to those findings upon which we have not previously commented. We interpret the finding that defendants whose most serious arrest charge is robbery are more severely sentenced to be a function of the high value placed on robbery offenses in this geographic area, at this point in time.
Public concern for increasing robberies, especially violent robberies against the elderly and the handicapped, was extremely high when these data were collected.
Thus, the value attached to the crime may explain the severe response to those so accused (Turk, 1969; Schur, 1971) . 
